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Ms. Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 lih Street, SW
Washington, D. C. 20554
Attn: ChiefMedia Bureau

Ref: MB Docket # 04-233

Dear Ms Dortch:

High in the mountains of Western North Carolina, my wife and I own and operate
two small town radio stations _. WKYK (Mark Media, Inc.), Burnsville (pop 1926) N. C.
and WTOE (Mountain Valley Media, Inc.), Spruce Pine (pop 2007) N. C. with a two
county combined population of33,000. Our staff is very small and includes a son and
daughter. We all are heavily involved in the community on boards and committees, etc.
We have owned and operated WKYK since 1969 and purchased WTOE, a failing radio
station, in 1991 after much pressure from community leaders and citizens to try to save
WTOE and provide the kind of community service for Spruce Pine that we have provided
for so many years for the Burnsville area.

Burnsville and Spruce Pine are 12 miles a part; our towers for the two stations are
located nine miles apart. Burnsville is in Yancey County. Spruce Pine is in Mitchell
County. The counties share many community resources including, hospital, community
college, senior and art resources, etc. We co-located the studios at WKYK on the Spruce
Pine side of Burnsville. We program the stations, separately although some news stories
and community interviews are shared, for example, publicity relevant to activities in both
counties. We maintain constant and on-going contact with all elements of the
communities because of our involvement, our on the air features, including more than 30
local news reports each week on each station, daily public and community affairs
interviews and public service announcements, daily community calendars, swap shops,
obituaries, lost dogs, opinions, live broadcast of local sports, vital weather information,
school and road information, publicity on local charities, exposure oflocal talent and
many other local features. Much of this material that is broadcast is posted on our web
sites including local news, community contact list, etc. This has been a great and
appreciated service to the communities on a daily basis since both towns have only a
weekly newspaper.

----~------
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Our studios are visited many times daily by civic, government, charity, church
and community leaders and citizens from both towns and counties who participate in
interviews etc and publicity from their organization or group. We receive letters of
appreciation almost daily. Our walls are loaded with plaques of appreciation from
organizations who say they couldn't make it without our help. Our quarterly public
affairs reports reflect public interest programming meeting a variety of needs in the
community, from recreation to health to seniors and etc. Our ascertainment is an on
going daily process.

Both WKYK and WTOE operate 24 hours a day, unattended between 6:30pm and
5:30am. With today's technology and the station's EAS system, we are able to put
emergency announcements on the air immediately even without a person in the building
at night. We have been able to do this in the past including during a local flood. Further,
management, engineering stafl'live within a mile of the station and a Gentner remote
control equipment call can have them at the station in a matter of less than five minutes.

Having been in small market radio for 50 years, I am convinced that our stations,
and most small market stations, can only survive, especially in today's climate, by being
responsive to local needs, using the latest technology, and serving the public interest. We
have to find ways to operate cost effectively to have a fighting chance against all the new
emerging media competition.

The FCC localism proposals would not only be burdensome but would have a
disastrous effect on local radio in small markets. Our local programming service would
be diminished. And many stations would have no choice but to sign off the air overnight.

In our case ifwe had to relocate WTOE's main studio in the city oflicense ten
miles away, we could not possibly have the economics of scale and efficiencies that we
now enjoy with the co-location of the two stations. Our profits are slim now and to
relocate the facilities would not be in the public interest. WTOE could not survive as a
totally separate operation.

It is slap in the face and shows an out of touch FCC, to think that the FCC would
even consider going back into the business of requiring formal community
ascertainments and deciding categories ofprogramming etc. this not only treads on our
first amendment rights but would create a regulatory strait jacket that stifles diversity in a
free enterprise economy and complex market place. We are required to operate in the
public interest and we can best do this with our programming responsive to the needs of
the local community rather than blanket reporting requirements that are out of touch with
the community and today's market place. Many of our operational cost such as
electricity, insurance, etc are increasing and this is a much larger percentage of our
budget in a small market than it would be in a large market; so in order to survive we
have no choice but to operate very efficiently.
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New localism rules proposed by the FCC are unnecessary, would actually hurt our
ability to provide public servia: programming, would be counterproductive and not in the
public interest.

Sa~~~
~dell Sink, President

Mark Media, Inc. (WKYK)

Uk'/(j~J
Remelle K. Sink, President
Mountain Valley Media, Inc. (WTOE)



MAR 172006
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

FCC Mo.:! R00'.n

DC;':'" r" J' '1,~I~'Al.. ~.~ P .... '; tiuu\I
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan, 24,2008, in MI3 Docket No. 04-233.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mu!;t present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religioUS programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choioes.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings,

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on Ithe air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices,
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above," ....

<>~~{'-<- V-,- L.,,;,/U,-L(
'J\ (~ J,. ~L.<--L-<:~'~ March 7, 2008 _
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John & Rose
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12940 Barnard Lane, Amelia, VA. 23002
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UstABCDE -. John Dirscoll
J2940 Barnard 111
Amelia Court House VA 23002
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposel~rerJillflsi~I4P.lf"
"NPRMi, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . .: n
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FII'St Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, muSIt present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific ed~orial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who prodUced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choiCE~S.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing, The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcaster.; operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing ,is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adOpt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signatur ~

~HL~NI~~~
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Date
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlem~kYn~(tMai! [:l')f):n

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohiMs govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which cerlain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~:fr A,,"JWu:t
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Commission's Secretary
Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commission's Secretary:

RE: MB Docket #04-233

WVME 91.9 FM is a repeater station located in Meadville, PA. Meadville
Christian Broadcasting, of ·which I am a board member, began operating WVME
in 2002 as a repeater station to serve Meadville and the surrounding community.

There has been a lot of effort expended to have this repeater station in our
community. The board raised over $50,000.00 to provide fine Christian broad
casting to this area.

The proposed legislation to require repeater stations to have staff on duty
twenty-four hours a day and seven days a week would be a burdonsome hardship
on our operations. This proposal would hurt our community. Instead of help
ing our radio listeners it would eliminate Christian radio throughout this
area.

We implore you to seriously reconsider passage of this or any such proposal.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

,Ii~)~':J01! J"l=
L. Wendell Watson
PO Box 96
Cambridge Springs, PA 16403
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March 6, 2008

Commission's Secretary
Office of the Secretary
Federal communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commission's Secretary::

This letter is in reference to ME Docket #04-233.

FCC Mail Room

I am a Board Member of WVME 91.9 FM, which is a repeater station located in
Meadville, PA. We were granted permission to construct a repeater station
in the year 2000 and began operating in 2002. Our station has a 25 year lease
with ALLTEL to use their to"er and small building to house our equipment. Our
board has invested over $50,000.00 in this project to provide Christian radio
for our community and surrounding areas.

The proposed legislation to require repeater stations to have staff on duty
24/7 would be a tremendous hardship on our repeater station. This proposal
would be counterproductive to our community - instead of assisting our
listeners it would eliminate Christian radio to the area. This station is
very valuable educationally and morally to our listeners.

Please reconsider passage of such a proposal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely:

1it~ IJUCI-k 1Y1

Keith L. Watson
21001 Hwy. 86
Cambridge Springs, PA 16403

KLW/lsw
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Dear FCC Commisioners:

I am a 50 year old, K5ZN, not a radio professional. I am in Santa Fe, New Mexico, I am active in
community issues and have a good feel for communitv,NMSki.. t.nave seen over the decades radio
stations become nothing more than assets for an inve~'c6mpa'i'I\t!'rn'thi~"QIlof Sirius and
iPods, I believe AM broadcast radio can once again play an important role in loi!M'Sdentity.

Santa Fe has virtually no radio voice for locals. There is a public FM station which does a poor job of
being anything like good radio. Geriatric, idiosyncratic and boring. Some competition may be called
for. If you turn on the radio all you hear is repetitive music playlists on FM and loud attack-dog
political talk on AM.

There is not one local talk-radio show in this town, all programming is canned and piped in. The
closest we have to a local station is a very powerful far-right-wing Albuquerque station who is not
interested in liberal Santa Fe. While I realize those conservatives need a public voice, I do not
understand why political liberals do not have the same access to airwaves.

1) We have a very active local agriculture community here, a vibrant Farmer's Market and five (5)
distinct natural food stores. This economic subculture has no collective voice. In fact, Santa Fe is now
building "The Railyard", to build a dedicated farmer's market in the historic Santa Fe railyard, which
will be accessible to all farmers and artists. I wish there were such a resource in radio.

2) Local politics are a constant public topic here, with Santa Fe being the testbed for many
progressive issues. Yet we do not have one local show with political content. And that means no call
in shows.

3) Educational needs are not met by these corporate-owned stations. Students, youth and teachers
here are talented and dedicated. It's important that they think of radio as a channel for public dialog,
in addition to learning valuable broadcasting skills.

4) The arts here in Santa Fe are a big attraction. Music, amateur filmmaking and Indian (native)
culture are all important parts of Santa Fe's economy. Unfortunately these interests have no radio
exposure at all.

5) Our large retirement community has no representation. We had a call-in show several years ago
(1990s) with a panel of local MDs, who would answer questions from callers. That was an example of
good radio. In any case, there must be some old-timers who have good stories to tell.

6) No local news. When I was a child in the 1960s, I remember the thrill of the radio as the great
informer. There is no such thing in Santa Fe. No coverage of City Hall, travel conditions or the water
shortage. And no emergency alerts. All our stations are automated.

7) Santa Fe has a large homosexual population (including couples with children) which is not
addressed by broadcast media. This subculture exists largely as an insular group despite having more
disposable income than other listeners. This is a group that taxpaying Americans who are
systematically ignored by corporate media. We do, however, hear all about how homosexuals are
perverted and sinful from the plethora of right-wing radio blanketing the region.

Broadcast radio has become investment real estate. As putting content on the air has gotten more
efficient and mechanized, the investment value has gone up and up and up. One might conclude that
automation is responsible for the lack of community responsiveness.

I would like to see FCC rules that make radio stations more expensive to operate. This would reduce
the value of a station to the level where a local business or engineer could own a station. I remember
in the 1960s or 70s it was that way. Owner-operator-programmer would be the job description.

;.:.~~ (~~:~Cr~~5 ~·cI<;'d. _.. __.Q.~ ...
,-Ie., P·..,Clk



Talent and pride could be heard in radio once again, not the constant stream of trash and meanness
that radio has become.

Santa Fe has a variety of well-developed printed media serving our diverse community. It is sad that
radio does not follow the same pattern. What we have is a monopoly of a few corporations. Regular
people have no access to the microphone. I even asked our local station one time about having a local
talk show. They offered me radio time... for $100 per hour. There is no way a small town like Santa
Fe can sponsor a talk show at those prices, and it should not even happen. The electromagnetic
spectrum is owned by the citizens, but somehow a large corporation based on Florida or Nevada can
decide what we hear on the radio. And ironically, they are not even a broadcast corporation, they are
"investment" corporations, only interested in the dollar value of their holdings.

The convenience of radio is unarguable, especially while driving. Vehicles will continue to be equipped
with radios far into the future. Unfortunately the vast majority of AM stations are all-Spanish, all
religious, all right-wing, or all-sports. As a result of this exclusive demographic targeting, the average
person does not even check the AM band for something interesting. Every time I drive through
Colorado Springs I wonder why all I can hear is sermons. I am not sure how I feel about these
narrow-target stations. Church-owned stations are supported by untaxable donations to preach
religion on pUblicly-owned airwaves. How does that serve the interest of the public? And I would even
argue that it violates separation of church and state. But that is another topic.

I propose that the station should be owned by one entity while the FCC license should be issued to a
non-affiliated local entity. This clash of interests should produce some varied and contrasting
programming, with the interests of both corporate ownership AND the community served.

So, to sum it up, the current "capital asset" ownership of broadcast stations that we have is
responsible for the lack of local programming. Radio stations are "income property" for an absentee
owner in some other state where corporate regulations are favorable. Mandatory local programming
may be a good start, but the real disease in radio is that the broadcast license is a limited resource,
and therefore valuable to own. The current "land rush" to collect FCC licenses has led to values out of
the range for ordinary locals. I hope the Commissioners consider breaking this resource monopoly, so
we see a return to AM broadcast as a local meeting place like I remember it from the 1960s.

Thank you for your concern in this problem.

Rachel Cogent K5ZN
315 Tesuque Drive
Santa Fe NM
87505-3839

505/570-0108
Gnarlodious@gmail.com
http://Gnarlodious.com

This text onine at:
http://gullfoss2.fcc.gov/prod/ecfs/retrieve.cgi?native_or_pdf=pdf&id_document=65J9865202
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

MAA.c.. '='
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Name IJ"Y'-'f:s'<3"- 0 't I'D
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Title (if any)

Organization (if any) No. of Cq:;;0; roc'd
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must notlorce radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broad,,aster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

K,4RE"N I-1YNER.
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Phone
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impos~ion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

( ! ; We ;~ge t;IFn0t to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233 MAR '\ 72008

I submit the following comments in response to the Loca~!,e qfl1:rI'P~Ru~!lP.~j!\IHf!:ia,:
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ' ..•, ~. r UHfb1NJI.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed publiC access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa!Je The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific ed~orial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrUde on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electric~ flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
RaiSing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 MAR 17 ZOOB

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulerrleking (ltle
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate Firs~"figf1tS. 'f¥1~mber of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, If enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. .. ",..' ORtG:NA&,
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

MAR 172008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who donl share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

pt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking HAR 1I ;; .J(l~
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the . '" -" I
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values.. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment. complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of messege delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation Of specific editorial decisioJHllaking information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protecled editorial chOices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stey true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face tong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed seJVice is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"): released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. nn..." "

",",uo:.K.::;: ; I••L i.l.1\ UHII~II\JAi
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. If. nui'\'\\;E!t'M

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn ,~very radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. PropOSed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed MAR 172008
Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC Mai! 8""'11

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals disCUSSE!d in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be
adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters,
to take advice from people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed
advisory board proposals would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious
broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their values could face
increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must
present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where
anyone and everyone has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements
would do so - even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message.
The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making
information. The choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not
properly dictated by any government agency - and proposals to force reporting on
such things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected
editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain
licensees would be automatically barred from routine renewal application processing.
The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the
Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those
who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to
their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller
market secular stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the
Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by
substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a
station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. Raising
costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest.

We urge the F s, ro dures or policies discussed~ve.
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Comments in Response to localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Received & Inspected

MAR 172008
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment right,lt.C1t M.. ;'

number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adoptee. C1.. Rnn:n

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take
advice from people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board
proposals would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist
advice from those who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and
even loss of license for choosin!l to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing
incompatible viewpoints to shap,e their programming. The First Amendment prohibits
government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particular1y a
religious broadcaster, must pres,ent.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and
everyone has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a
religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids
imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information.
The choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not proper1y dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not l!stablish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees
would be automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed
mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners
themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their
consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long,
expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian bro~ldcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market
secular stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission
proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs
in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further
restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

!\J.'J, 0: CC::'i:::ics
U~':t ABeDI.:We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04·233
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MAR 172008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed 'F@(!J8l\i41ail!tI'()()',n
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04·233.

Any new FCC rules, policies e,r procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if .'nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force r,adio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmEmt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than alloWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mlUst present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such tl1ings as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial che,ices.

(4) The FCC must not estabhsh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain hcensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicantl; by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market bnJadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
RaiSing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comnumts in RespoHsH to Localisrn Notice' of Proposed Rulema~Jng

ME! nocket No. 042:13

I subrm! thp follow;n\) comments In response to the Localism Notb, of Propo,;ed HulemaK;ng (the
l'Jf'FU\Il;l, Ielea~;t~rj jim 24, 2005, m Me::. Docket No. 04,,2::}3

Any new FC:C rules, pollcres or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. !\ number ()f

discuS~;E;d in thE? NPRM, If Hl';;lcted, would do so and must not be adopted.

{ i ('he FC:C rnust not force r3d'ln stations, especially religIOus broadcasters, to take advice from
who do not share their values, The NPRM'g proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

\.Jl'lconstitutlonal mandates Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don', share their
\I,'J!ut';;:; could face lnuease<,1 harassment, complaints and even los.s of license for choosIng to follow thei,. own
(,UnSClences, rather than al,iowlng Inccrnpatible viewpoints to 51'lape their prograrnrnlnq. The First
/\mcndment prohibits government. InclucJinn the FCC, 'from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particularlv a rehqlous broadcaster, rnusl present.

Trw FCC E.)1L~.tHQ.~ turn 8\ifHy radio station into a public to/urn where anyone and everyone F13S

riqhts to air tmw P:'oposed public acce::;,s rHquirernents would do so - eve" jf a religious broadcaster
;';()n:-:;ut-~flt!ousiyObji0ctS to the message The First Arnendment forbids imp:::)sition of messagp delivery
rnancl[;ltes on any ff:~liqjon

{3l rhe FC:C must not force fI~velation of speCific editori<::il decision-making information, The chol(;e
of proqramrnin~Lespecially religious p:-oqramrning, is not properly dictated by any qovernment agency anel
proposals to force reportinrJ on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
-;:onstltution;:l!iy·protected editorial CI'JO;(;f;S

Tlle r:cc rnust not establi:3h a two--tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would bE'
auturnahcally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory specla! renew,::!!
review of c:ertain classes of applicants by tt'18 Comrnissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
rellqlous broadcaster,"; Those who st<:wtrue to their consciences and present only the messages they
'~nnespond to their beliefs coulcl face bng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings

! J,) '< Many Cllfistian broadcasters, operate em tight budgets, as do many smaller rnarket secular
:',latlons r(eepin~l thE electricity flowing is often a f:hallenfle Yet, the Cornnisslon proposes to further
3quee:<:':f~ niche Hnd stnaller rnarket broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising casts in two ways: (a) by requiring
;:;tElff ptesence \~/hene\jera station is on tle air and, (b) by further restncting main studio location choices
'·C""""" costs Wltll these proposals would force service cutback~'; ,-- and curtailed service is contrary to the
i.ilif_,!!r'iniC'tf)s1

live urqe HH,; FCC; nOT to adopt rules pl'OCedurHs m policies discussed above.
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FCC Mail Rn0:0

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their value~l. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allOWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn I~very radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could faCE! long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadca:sters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233
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" ..' submit the following comments in response to the LocaliS1)~Pfpropos.e~RCIitlf1'\liIRlhg (the'
NPRM ), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233" 11G1NI\L

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if lenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing inoompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who Slay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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